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Introduction 
Since fertility is generally lower in urban than in rural popula­
tions, it is widely assumed that the fertility of migrants born in rural 
areas but now living in urban areas lies somewhere between that of rural 
and urban nonmigrants. Rapid internal migration may have contributed, 
according to this view, to nationwide declines in fertility in some low 
income countries. To evaluate how migration affects fertility, it is 
useful to know the levels of migrant and nonmigrant fertility 
at origin and destination and how migrant fertility converges, if it 
does, to the level of nonmigrant or native fe~tility at destination. This paper 
assembles evidence on migrant-native fertality comparisons at destination 
for Colombia from the 1973 census in an effort to discriminate among 
several working hypotheses put forward to explain migrant reproductive 
behavior. The comparisons of migrant and native fertility are performed 
within groups that have relatively similar (labor market) opportunities 
and skills, approximated here by women with the same education and age. 
Empirical regularities in migrant and native fertility differ some-
1
what from study to study, and region to region. There emerge from the 
demographic literature, therefore, few confirmed and replicated associations 
between fertility and migration. This may be due to the varied samples exa­
mined, the different definitions of fertility and control vari:a.1:>lesithe 
different causes for migration in different countries or regions, and the 
inability of a single cross section to discriminate adequately among competing, 
often d~namic hypotheses. Three classes of explanations for native-migrant 
fertility differentials appear in the literature. The first stresses 
1See literature surveys in Goldstein (1973), Macisco, et al., (1970), 
and Zarate and Zarate (1975). 
2 
the inculcation of tastes or norms
 by parents at origin in their 
9ffspring, who may or may not subs
equently migrate. The second emph
a­
sizes the process of adaptation by
 which the behavior of the migrant
 
changes with time to conform to ne
w opportunities and constraints a
ssociated with 
the destination environment. The 
third recognizes that migrants are
 self­
selected, and assumes that their d
istinctive preference orderings co
mpared 
with nonmigrants leads them to mo
ve to areas that reinforce their d
istinctive 
This paper makes a start at forma
lizing and
behavioral tendencies. 
discriminating among these hypoth
eses. 
A four percent sample from the 197
3 Colombian Census is analyzed. F
er­
tility differentials are measured 
in terms of children ever born, st
ratified 
by the woman's age and education, 
and in the case of married women w
ith 
Migrant status has several
spouse present, by husband's month
ly income. 
and of the
dimensions, including the size of 
current residential area 
origin area, and the duration of c
urrent residence at destination. 
The first section of the paper pre
sents alternative hypotheses for n
ative­
The second develops a framework fo
r decom­
migrant fertility differences. 
The third presents cross tabulatio
ns
posing group differences in fertil
ity. 
of the census sample that illustra
te the conclusions of the paper. 
Multiple 
regressions are then employed to d
istinguish between the migrant ada
ptation 
A final section restates our conc
lusions.
and migrant selectivity hypothese
s. 
3 
Why is There a Relationship between Migration and Fertility? 
Urban populations generally have lower fertility than do rural popula­
tions. Though these.differences have not been firmly attributed to a 
specific set of factors, regional differences in relative prices, male 
and female wage differences, the level of child mortality, and occupational 
structures are commonly cited as determinants of fertility. 2 Urban 
immigrants are sometimes observed to have higher fertility than do 
urban natives, but not all empirical studie3 agree even on this point. 
Table 1 summarizes evidence on the migration-fertility association that 
has been noted in various low income countries. One must be cautious, 
however, in generalizing from results such as these, because of numer-
ous incomparabilities in data .and methodology. At a minimum, it seems 
necessary to make migrant-native comparisons within maternal age and education 
classes. A variety of behavioral explanations have been offered for 
observed relationships between migration and fertility; here only three 
general hypotheses are discussed, for the sake of brevity: 
(1) Fertility goals are formed as a child and they reflect one's family 
environment during childhood. Goldberg (1959, 1960) and Duncan (1965) 
explain in this way the tendency for U.S. urban migrants from rural 
backgrounds to have higher fertility than urban-born natives, of the 
2Most studies confirm urban-rural residence is related to fertility
levels. For example, Goldstein (1977) using the 1960 Thailand Census 
reports that the average number of children ever born, with age stan­
dardized, ranged between 3,375 per thousand ever married women in Bangkok, 
to a high of 4,461 for those in rural Thailand. Potter, Ordonez and 
Mesham (1976) report total fertility rates of 7,4 in rural areas of 
Colombia and of 4,58 in urban areas of the country in 1968 (these rates 
have been calculated by Elkins using data from the Colombian National Fer­
tility Survey conducted in 1967-68). Birdsall (1979) also reports lower 
fertility rates in urban areas of Colombia, for several years during the 
period of 1960-1978, with the differential between the rates increasing
due to a faster decline in fertility rates in urban areas during the 
period. About one-fourth to one-fifth of the differences in fertility 
between rural and urban areas in Colombia can be explained by offsetting
rural-urban differences in child.mortality (Schultz,1967). 
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Others - Comments 
Exceptions: migrants 
from medium sized 
urban areas who 
move be tween age 
15-34; migrants from 
rtlral and towns who 
move between age 15-24 
Social mobility hy­
potheses. In early 
stages of urbaniza­
tion, migration is 
more difficult and 
more selective; this 
facilitates adapta­
tion, which means 
later marriage and 
higher labor force 
participation and 
lower fertility among 
migrants. For later 
urbanization, selec­
tion of migrants is 
not positive and 




that fertility is 
inversely related to 
"social" distance 
from rural home. Ur­
banization exerts 
major effect after 
age 20-29 after 
which migrants con­
trol family size. 
Ln 





Migrants to Manila 
have lower fertility 
than nonmigrartts at 
origin (stayers) • 
Difference is small 
Rural-urban migrants 
have lower fertility 
than stayers, espe­






















inverse to size 
between 18-39 
Compares 3 groups 
of women in 15-49 
age; rur-urb mig, 
rur-rur mig, 
rural stayer. 
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rural migrants in thi 
16-29 age group have 
more children than 
non migrants. 
Migrants have high.­
er fertility at 
elementary educa­
tion or less. 
Result reverses 




same age and education. Ac
ceptance of smaller "urban" 
family size norms 
is hypQbhesized to occur on
ly after a generation has e
lapsed: thus the 
titre. "two generation urba
nites." Replication of Dun
can's analysis 
by McGirr and Hirshman (197
9) for U.S. cohorts born af
ter 1910 did not 
confirm that more recent ru
ral-urbaP migrants had dist
inctly higher fer­
Evidence from 1964 for Bogo
ta, Colombia
tility than urban natives. 
was consistent with the Gol
dberg-Duncan (G-D) hypothes
is in finding mi­
grant fertility higher than
 native, if either the wife
 or husband came 
from a rural area, controll
ing for education and age o
f the wife (Edmonston, 1976
). 




tastes in the demand for ch
ildren.
3 The hypothesis is designed 
to explain 
higher migrant than native 
fertility in urban areas, b
ut symmetry would imply 
lower migrant than native f
ertility in rural areas, if
 the migrants 
The G-D hypothesis has no p
redictions for the fertility
 
come from urban areas. 
of migrants who move within
 the rural or urban sector. 
This hypothesis does not 
discuss relative prices of 
children in urban and rural
 areas or the 
effect of more extensive an
d·better paying labor marke
t opportunities 
for women in most urban as 
compared with rural areas. 
3The Goldberg-Duncan (G-D) h
ypothesis is in one sense th
e converse 
of the hypothesis proposed 
by Easterlin (1968) to expl
ain long swings 
Fertility goals are firmly 
inculcated by the parental
 
family at origin, according
 to G-D, with a lasting eff
ect on the subsequent 
reproductive behavior of th
e next generation, even aft
er migration places
in U.S. fertility. 
the second generation in su
rroundings that encourage lo
wer levels of 
Easterlin argues that mater
ial consumption standards a
re 
fertility.
formed in childhood, and th
at unanticipated changes in
 adult relative 
income levels are then tran
slated into relative deviat
ions in fertility 
levels. Easterlin's hypoth
esis would predict, therefo
re, that if rural­
urban migrants experienced 
a substantial unanticipated
 increase in their 
income level, which is like
ly to be true in Colombia (
Ribe, 1979), the 
· migrants would tend to spe
nd a major share of their g
ains as adults on 
the formation of larger fam
ilies than would otherwise b
e expected of 
them in urban areas. 
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(2) The adaptation hypothesis assumes that fertility differences 
are in part due to different relative wages received by men, women 
and children, and to different price and income constraints confronting 
different families. These constraints vary systematically between 
rural and urban areas and partly explain fertility differences between 
them. With sufficient time to discern how these relative wages, prices 
and incomes differ among residential areas, migrant fertility should 
eventually converge toward that of native, controlling for their stage 
in the life_cycle (i.e., wife's age), and the resources and price of 
time of the couple (i.e., education of the woman and income of the 
man). The "adaptation" hypothesis stresses the conditioning role of 
regional labor market and price variables, but does not explicitly 
indicate how rapidly behavioral adaptation will take place. 
4 Some 
have emphasized the greater efficiency of more educated people to deal 
5
with a setting where prices arid technology are in flux. 
4 
Evidence from several low income countries appears to be consis-
tent with the adaptation hypothesis (see Table 1). For example, Martine 
(1975), Park and Park (1976) and Macisco et al., (1969) report lower 
fertility levels for migrants than for natives when the migrants arrived 
at their current residence at a young age. Some studies also report 
lower fertility for migrants than for those who stay in the origin 
(Park and Park, 1976), although education is not always held constant 
when performing migrant-stayer comparisons (Hendershot, 1976 ;·Hiday, 
1978). 
5 
Another aspect of the adaptation hypothesis would seek to charac-
terize the speed of adaptation to the newly established urban market 
incentives. It is observed in many areas of behavioral responses to 
disequilibrium. signaled by market incentives that the efficiency of 
the individual in processing information and the magnitude of the gains 
accrued from the behavioral change affect directly the rate of behavioral 
adaptation and innovation (T.W. Schultz, 1975). 
10 
(3) Another approach to migrant 
behavior elaborated in this pape
r 
emphasizes the heterogeneity of 
populations and the distinctive 
prefer­
Even when migrants are compared 
with 
ences of migrants (Kuznets, 196
4). 
"similar" nonmigrants, according
 to age, education and income, e
tc., mi­
grants remain intrinsically diff
erent, if for no other reason th
an that 
they are self-selected and thus 
represent a non-random sample of
 the 
To derive predictions
population at origin from which 
they are drawn. 
for distinctive migrant fertilit
y behavior, we assumed that uno
bserved 
preferences of migrants are reve
aled by the. area to which they m
ove; 
namely, they have a tendency to 
migrate toward areas where local
 relative 
prices and opportunities favor t
heir preferred pattern of behavi
or and 
It is widely believed that child
ren are more costly to rear
consumption. 
in urban than in rural areas. O
ne might expect, therefore, that
 migrants 
from rural to urban areas would,
 on the average, assign less imp
ortance to 
having a large family than would
 nonmigrants who remain in rural
 areas, 
other things equal. Conversely,
 potential migrants from urban t
o rural 
areas might be less discouraged 
by the muve, other things being 
equal, 
When individuals
if they assign more importance t
o having a large fanily. 
born in rural areas decide to m
ove, the decision on whether to m
igrate 
to an urban area or remain in th
e rural sector is assumed to be 
influenced 
by their preferences for family 
size, with those preferring a la
rger family 
being more inclined to relocate 
in another rural area, and those
 preferring 
a smaller family being more incl
ined to move to an urban area. 
11 
If there were no adaptation costs or lags in curtailing reproductive 
performance, our migrant selectivity hypothesis would predict that in 
otherwise similar groups, rural born migrants in the city would have 
lower fertility than city born natives. Consequently, the migrant 
selectivity hypothesis implies that rural-urban differences in fertili-
ty (across regions where relative prices of children vary) would be exagger­
ated among migrants compared with natives. The adaptation hypothesis, 
on the other hand, suggests the contrary tendency would be evident, with 
fertility of rural and urban natives being further apart than the fer-
tility of migrants currently residing in rural and urban areas. More 
generally, we would expect other aspects of lifecycle behavior, such as 
the probability that women would work in the market labor force, to also 
be affected by migrant self-selection of their future location. For similar 
reasons the propensity of migrant parents to invest in the schooling and 
health of their children might be greater in urban residential locations, 
if health and schooling are more accessible and less costly in urban 
than in rJral areas. Of course, as all pn~Pn~i~l migrants in a popula-
tion decide to migrate from an area, as is the case for higher educated 
women born in rural areas of Colombia, migrants are no longer selectively 
sampled at origin according to their behavioral preferences. Rather, mi­
grants are then representative of the entire population at origin with 
its full distribution of preferences for fertility and other types of 
behavior. 
12 
In reality, probably all t
hree of these basic hypoth
eses have some 
validity: origin-conditio
ned demands for children p
ersist for a time in 
a new environment; migrant
s gradually _adapt their re
productive goals and 
behavior to fit the constr
aints imposed on them by th
eir current environ­
ment; and migrants are sel
f-selected to be favorably
 disposed toward con­
sumption patterns that are
 relatively less expensive
 in their current resi­
their extremeSince in
dential area compared with
 natives in that area. 
form, the adaptation and s
electivity hypotheses have
 distinct implications, 
it should be possible to a
t least make a start in di
scriminating among them. 
Clearly the character of t
he migration process will 
have much to do with 
Thus, the case of 
any observed differences i
n migrant-native fertility
. 
Colombia considered below 
may have limited generalit
y to other regions of 
The next issue is 
the world or even to other
 countries in Latin Americ
a. 
what constitutes the appro
priate controls for compar
isons of the native­
migrant fertility. 
Comparisons across groups 
are generally framed with 
otherwise "homo­
The only distinctions that
 are "controlled" here 
geneous" populations in mi
nd. 
are the woman's age and ed
ucation. Within five year 
age brackets, a 
for age should not introdu
ce substantial bias due to
 
linear control 
the probably nonlinear nat
ure of the age-cumulative
-fertility schedule 




are closely associated for
 Colombian women reporting
 income (Fields and 
13 
Schultz,198O), education of the woman is viewed as a proxy 
for the woman's 
market opportunity wage and hence her shadow price of time,
 if she enters 
Of course, the more educated woman may also encounterthe labor market. 
lower search costs in obtaining effective birth control tec
hniques, and 
this lower cost of controlling excess fertility as well as 
her higher price 
of own-time in childrearing may account for the frequently 
observed inversP 
relationship between women's education and fertility. 
Years of schooling completed by women do not necessarily im
ply the 
and native.same achievements and skills on the part of both migrant 
Primary education in rural areas of Colombia is probably "i
n-
ferior" to that provided in urban areas, both in terms of t
he cost of 
resources used per student-year and perhaps in terms of the
 "value added" 
by the schooling to the student's future earnings potential
. On the other 
hand, the motivation and innate ability of the average rura
l student is likely 
to exceed that of the average urban student with the same s
chooling certi­
ficate. The rural student has surmounted the problems of g
aining entrance 
to the limited number of rural schools and has survived the
 heavy attri-
tion which occurs in the understaffed rural school system. 
Thus, holding 
constant for years of schooling completed ignores the offse
tting biases of 
schooling input quality which penalizes rural women relativ
e to urban women, 
and that of selectivity which screens more severely rural w
omen relative 
to urban women, assuming that the school system eliminates 
less able and 
less motivated students. 
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A Framework for Studying Differential Fertility and Marital Status 
First let us consider the number of children ever born to a group 
of women as our indicator of cumulative fertility. 
i = m,n 
j = u,s 
where F .. is the number of children born to women in the i 
th 
class (either ~igrant 
l., J 
d · th ( i h .i n a current union orE_ative· ) an J marita· 1 status group e t er 
living 2-_eparately). The number of children ever born to women of a specific 
class and group is CJ.,J
.. , and the number of such women is W..• The pro-J.,J 
portion currently in a legal, religious or common law union or "married" 
is defined, 
M. = W. /W.,
l. i,u l. 
where Wi = Wi + W. and analogously, the fertility of all women re-,s 1.,u 
gardless of marital s,tatus is a weighted average of the group averages: 
Mi+ F. (1 - Mi).Fi= Fi ,u l.,S 
The ratio of migrant, m, to native, n, fertility for all women is 
then a combination of migrant and native women's fertility within and 
outside of marital unions: 
F F M + F (1 - M )m = m,u m m,s m 
F F M + F (1 - M ).
n n,u n n,s n 
The ratio of migrant to native fertility, F /F , is larger the larger ism n 
F /F as long as F > Fi for i = m, n, other things being eq
ual.
m,u n,u i,u ,s -
If F /F < F /F , then migrants '
1marry 11 less than natives, or migrants
m n m,u n,u 
living separately have fewer children than do natives, or both may explain 
the above inequality in migrant-native fertility. Conversely, if 
F /F > F /F , it implies that migrants are more often reportedm n m,u n,u 
15 
in current union,than are natives, or migrants outside such unions are 
more fertile than are nonmigrants, or both differentials hold. 
A second component of the differential in overall migrant and native fertility i: 
defined residually and is called, for simplicity, the effect of marital union status: 
I m,n 
This residual ratio (I ) represents both the relative m,n 
distribution of migrants and natives who are currently in marital unions, 
and the relative reproductive performance of migrants and natives who are 
not currently'married!' For example, we would not want to attribute a 
lower overall reproductive performance to migrants because they delay 
their entry into marriage, unless the "unmarried" migrants exhibit 
the same relative restraint on their reproductive performance as do 
natives. If instead, we knew that "unmarried" migrants had more marital separa-
tions, and higher illegitimacy rates thar, did the natives, then the 
marital status categories might have a different "meaning" for fertility 
among migrants and natives. 
From the above accounting definitions, three multiplicatively relat­
ed indexes of migrant-native fertility are obtained, each of which warrant 
study: 
F .,/ F "· 
m ... ~ 
F F I m,nn n,u 
Both the prevalence of marital unions and fertility within marriage 
might be expected to respond in parallel fashion to market economic incentive•, 
and yet the two componetits should be studied separately, even where the distinction 
16 
between those living in unions and separa
te is blurred by social custom. 
Empirical analysis may show, therefore, th
at in some settings little is 
learned by decomposing the migrant-native 
fertility 
ratio into its marital fertility and marit
.al status components. In other 
societies, marital status may respond to q
uite different conditioning 
factors than does marital fertility. 
6 
Data Description and Definitions 
This study uses a four percent sample from
 the Colombian Census of 
The sample consists of 860,000Population conducted in October, 1973. 
individuals. Sub-samples are analyzed wh
ich include all women of child­
bearing age or only women with husbands p
resent. Census information is 
examined on sex, age, marital status, chil
dren ever born, educational attain­
ment, income received during the last mon
th, place of current residence, 
place of birth, and time elapsed since mi
gration to current residence. 
Women not responding to the fertility or a
ge question are excluded. 
Migrants are defined as having been born 
in a municipality different 
from where they currently reside. Colomb
ia is divided into some 900 muni­
cipalities in 1973, excluding the frontier
 regions and territories that 
were not included in the public use four pe
rcent sample. Four types of 
current residence are defined by populatio
n size at the time of the 1973 
used a different decomoosition6 Schultz (1980) in a study of Taiwan 
to get at a similar question.· In that cas
e he had census information on 
duration of marriage which is not availab
le in Colombia, perhaps because 
of the less clearly recorded time of firs
t marriage. 
17 
Census. The categories are: (1) Large: includes the four largest cities 
in the country: Bogota, Cali, Medellin and Barranquilla; (2) Medium: in­
cludes cities with populations between 35,000 and 400,000; (3) Town: 
includes all other urban locations including most Cabeceras; and (4) 
Rural: areas outside of the Cabecera or otherwise denoted rural. The 
census does not distinguish birthplace within -.a municipality and, there­
fore, only three classifications of origin are possible ,with "Town" and 
"Rural" combined. 
Decomposition of Migrant and Native Fertility Differences at Destination 
Before considering differences in fertility between migrants and natives, 
several aspects of fertility in both groups should be noted. The number of 
children ever born per woman is inve~sely related to the woman's education-
al attainment across age, current residence, and marital status groups (see Table A­
The few exceptions are where primary schooled women report slightly more births 
7
than do women with no education at all. Fertility of women is also 
inversely related to the population size of the woman's current residen-
tial are.a, whether the comparison is based within age, education or mi-
grant status groupings. The most common exception to this pattern is 
fertility in Towns, which is little different and sometimes somewhat 
higher than that reported in rural areas. 
Table 2 presents the three migrant-native ratio comparisons at destination witt 
age, education and current residence categories. The first row, (a), reports the 
ratio of children ever born per migrant woman to that per native woman (Fm/Fn). 
7 
~omen have improved their educational attainment substantially in 
recent years in Colombia, though they remain rather low in towns and rural 
areas as ~~ported in Appendix Table A-3. The expansion of education for 
women is undoubtedly linked to the dramatic decline in total fertility 
rates of more than a third in the last decade. Natives -.· · 
in large cities report somewhat higher educational attainment than migrant 
women, but elsewhere migrant-native differences in schooling are relatively 
minor. 
Table 2.1 18 
Migrant-Native Ratio of
 Children Ever Born per
 Woman for All Women 
(CEB) and for Women Currently
 in a Union (CEB/Union),
 
and Ratio of the Two In
dicating Harital Status
 Fertility Effects 
Age and Education Current Residence 





Age 15-19 1.40 1..56
.97 1.32 1.03None a. CEB 1.291.04 1.29b. CEB/Union 1.09 1.52.93 1.03c. a/b 
.93 1.52 1.96.91
Primary a. CEB .79 .97 1
.10
1.01 1.78b. CEB/Union 1.57.90 1.18c. a/b 3.133.00
1.57 1.50 1. 3_0Secondary a. CEB 1.01 1.21
b. CEB/Union 1.11 2.48 2.40 
c. a/b 1.42 
1.48 
1.00 *.40
Higher a. CEB .30 *b. CEB/Union 










1.16 1.301.08.86 1.05Primary a. CEB .98 1.06 1.03
b. CEB/Union 1.13 1.24.88 1.02c. a/b l.Ql1.37
1.21 1.20 1.03Secondary a. CEB , 1.08 1.08
h. CEB/Union .·-.n7 1.37 
c. a/b 1.14 
1.10 1.27 
1.76 1.89*1.06
Higher a. CEB .69*1.06b. CEB/Union 2.55*1.00c. a/b 
Age 25-29 .96 1.13 1.0
8
•78 1.01None a. CEB .94 1.04.82






.94 1.03Primary a. CEB .97 .99
b . CEB /Union .9
6 
1.06 1.08
.98 1.03c. a/b 1.081.30
1.05 1.13 1.02Secondary a. CEB 1.05 1.09
b. CEB/Union 1.01 1.19 1.061.081.04c. a/b 
1.35*1.10
Higher a. CEB 1.01*1.02b. CEB/Union 1.34*1.08c. a/b 
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Table 2 .2 
Age and Education 
of 'Women Used Current Residence 
for f{igrant..:Nai:ive. Large Medium Town Rural 
Comparison City City 
Age 30-34 













































































Secondary a. CEB 
b. CEB/Union 













Higher a. CEB .81 
b. CEB/Union .82 
c. a/b .99 
Age 40-44 































Secondary a. CEB 














Higher a. CEB 1.18 
b. CEB/Union 1.23 
c. a/b .97 
Table 2.~ 
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Age and Education 
Current Residenceof Women Used 
Large Medium Town Ruralfor Migrant-Native 
CityComparison City 
Age 45-49 
.81 .98 .99 1.09None a. CEB 
1.07b. CEB/Union .84 .95 .89 
c. a/b .97 1.03 1.11 1.02 
1.00 1.08Primary a. CEB .99 1.10 
b. CEB/Union .94 1.11 .94 1.02 
c. a/b 1.05 .99 1.07 1.06 
1.23Secondary a. CEB 1.02 1.37 1.21
.97 1.25*b. CEB/Union 1.00 1.29 
c. a/b 1.02 1.07 1.24 .99 * 
Higher a. CEB 1.36 * 
b. CEB/Union 1.31* 
c. a/b 1.04* 
Age 50-59 
1.00 1.08None a. CEB 1.15 .99 
b. CEB/Union 1.18 1.11 .94 1.03 
.98 .89 1.06 1.05c. a/b 
1.10Primary a. CEB 1.05 1.04 1.07
.98 1.05b. CEB/Union 1.04 1.01 
c. a/b 1.01 1.03 1.09 1.04 
Secondary a. CEB 1.27 1.22 .87 1.
21 
b. CEB/Union 1.18 1.06 .81 1.24* 




- Less than ten·migrants or natives in sample categories for calcula
ting 
ratio. 
* Less than is migrants or natives in sample categories for calculating 
Ratio should be interpreted with caution, given sample variability.ratio. 
Source: derived from Appendix Tables A-1 and A-2. 
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The second row (b) in Table 2 is the same ratio calculated only for women 
who are currently in a sexual union, (F /F ), whether a formal marriage ofm,u n,u 
a legal or religious type or an informal common-law union. The third row (c) 
is the ratio of (a) to (b), (I
m,n
), and can be interpreted as an index of marital 
status effects on migrant to native fertility, including differential fertility of 
migrants and natives outside of current unions. For example, among women 
age 20-24 with some primary schooling living in towns, migrants have 16 
percent more children than do natives. This is accounted for by 3 percent 
higher fertility of migrant women in current unions and 12 percent higher 
marital status effects. The absolute levels of fertility from which these ratios arc 
derived are reported in Appendix Table A.1, and the number of women observed 
in each category in the census sample is shown in Appendix Table A.2. Distinguish-
ing migrants to large cities who were from rural-town origins in Table A-1 and 
A-2 did not reveal any distinctly different patterns in fertility or marital 
status from those reported from all migrants to large cities. We shall 
consider only the rural to city migrants subsequently. 
Two tendencies are seen in the migrant-native overall fertility 
ratio, (a) in Table 2. First, migrant ·fertility is relatively higher than 
,,native fertility in rural areas, including in many instances the smaller 
urban areas called towns and medium sized cities. Women migrating toward 
the smaller towns, and in particular toward the rural areas, have higher fertility 
than do the natives of these regions, even though the rural and town 
natives report relatively high levels of fertility§ On the other hand, female 
migrants to the large cities have similar fertility levels to those of city 
natives--with somewhat lower fertility among those with less than a secondary 
education, and somewhat higher fertility for migrant women with secondary 
education or more. 
8
This flow of migration toward towns and rural areas constitutes only 
a quarter of all Colombian migrants, 80 percent of whom were born in other 
towns or rural municipalities (Table A-7 and A-8). 
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The inverted pattern of migrant-native fertility 
in cities and 
in rural areas is consistent with our migrant sel
ectivity hypothesis, 
The selectivity
if adaptation of migrants is prompt and nearly co
mplete. 
of migration allocates persons with unusually stro
ng preferences for 
small families to cities, and allocates persons w
ith unusually strong 
Holding other thingspreferences for large families to rural areas. 
constant, the fertility of migrants in rural area
s should exceed that 
of rural natives; the fertility of migrants to ci
ties should be less 
Finding this pattern among migrants in rural area
s
than that of city natives. 
is even more surprising when it is recognized tha
t rural natives are 
themselves a selectively distinguished population
 that was left behind 
during the la£t several decades of rapid outmigra
tion from rural to 
Hence, we would expect that the remainingurban areas of Colombia. 
r,ural native population would be composed disprop
ortionately of persons 
Despite this offsetting tendencywith preferences for large families. 
for rural native fertility to be raised by outmi
gration, migBants to the 
r~ral sector exhibit still higher levels of fertil
ity than rural nonmi­
This phenomena is nearly obscured if the populati
on is not first
grants. 
stratified by education (Cbmpare Tables A-2 and A
-4). 
The margin for selectivity to affect migrant fert
ility is atten­
uated in the case of better educated women moving
 toward the cities. 
Very few women with any higher education are enum
erated in their birth­
place in towns and rural areas of Colombia; they 
all have moved to 
Only a small proportion oflarge and medium sized cities (Table A-3). 
rural born women with some secondary education re
main in their birthplace. 
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Consequently, the leeway for migrant selectivity to affect the distri­
bution of fertility preferences (and hence behavior) is greatly reduced 
for secondary educated migrants to urban areas and is negligible for 
higher educated migrants to cities. 9 In these cases, the adaptation 
process and family origin effects should be evident. And indeed, 
these better educated migrants to the cities report higher fertility 
than do comparably educated urban natives. Regression analysis 
below explores whether these differentials diminish with 
duration of migrant residence in the city, as would be implied by the 
adaptation hypothesis. 
9 ·rhe same pattern of sex and education specific migration is evident 
in Venezuela in 1961 (Sdultz, 1977). 
Table 3
Proportion of All Women 
Never Married 
By Age, Education, Curr
ent Residence and Mi3ran
t Status: Colombia, 1973 
Ruralown 
Residence L













Age 15-19 77 .6 74.6 66.2 
65.5 
60.884.7 79. 2 74.0 79. 6None 80.l 77 .4 83.0 91.0 79.181.2 84.4 94.4 86.2Primary 87.1
Secondary 91.3 
86.9 90.7 
96.2 95.5Higher 31.3 30.235.4
"'f,_e 20-24 34.7 35.6 20.048.1 52.0 35.0 41.2 32.3 38.1None 42.8 39.9 41.437.1 47.7 50.0 62.3Primary 57.5 49.3 62.257.3 50.5Secondary 61.6
Higher I 78.0 
73.7 85.4 
12.319.2 21.0
Age 25-29 23.9 27.9 25.1 10 .833.3 37.3 23.1 21.0 19. 2None 24.2 22.6 25.6 17.223.1 27.9 33.3 20 .1Primary 23.9
32.3 28.ti 31.5Secondary 41.7 29.245.6 40.7Higher 18.S 8.621.4
Age 30-34 24.6 24.5 19 .1 14.6 7.430.0 24.6 16.2 12.6None 
17.6 19.l+ 17.5
 16.6 
26.2 13.9 15.4Primary 24.1 15.721.0 17.3Secondary 45.5 29.437.9 23.0Higher 8.3
19. 7 16.4 17.4Age 35-39 25.3 21.0 5.621.3 24.4 14.1 11.9 11.9None 15.0 15.713.6 17.0 8.8Primary 18.5 12.5 17.414.7 15.6Secondary 
19.1 19 ,.5Higher 10.1
16.8 15.S 15.1Age 40-44 21.4 -22.4 11.5 5.017.8 21..0 8.8None 11. 7 12.0 15.114. 2 16.S 16.5 11.2Primary 10. 7
13.4 12.6 14.5Secondary
Higher 13.3 9.622 .·2 12.8Age 45-49 15.3 4.6 N19. 7 20. 3 9.5 ..,._20 .5 14.3 12.7None 13.9 10.3 11.7 6.9 - -15.6 8.5 26.6Primary 15.111.8 12:.4Secondary
Higher 9.216.6 13.4
Age 50-59 19.6 17 .o 19.6 11.3 6.118.8 17 .6 17 .5 10.2None 15.3 13. 317.3 16.2 16.8 13.7IPrimary ... ·• t:. ?t;_O 12.3 
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Comparisons of row (c) in Table 2 and Table 3 confirm that particularly 
for the better educated women, migrants are more likely to marry than 
natives. The difference is larger for migrants moving to rural and small 
town areas, even though the proportion of natives ever married increases in 
these less metropolitan areas in all age and education groups!O For women, 
migration to more rural areas of Colombia involves a high probability that 
one is married, and thi~ increased frequency of marriage among migrants 
explains much of the greater fertility of migrants compared with natives 
in these rural areas. This patte~n fits the selectivity hypothesis. 
Women with less than a secondary education who migrate to large cities 
delay their marriage, not only in comparison to the population they 
left at origin, but relative to the later marrying urban natives at destina­
tion~1 But for better educated women migrating to the urban areas, perhaps 
in part to complete their schooling, the evidence from Table 3 suggests that they 
marry somewhat more often than do natives, at least up to the age of 35. 
lOEvidence from the 1976 Colombian National Fertility Survey indicates 
that the urban-rural differential in the proportion of single women de­
creases with increasing age of women, and that differences between urban 
and rural populations is small after age 35 (Hernandez, 1978). 
11Recall that 46 percent of all women migrants in 1973 lived in the 
large cities, and 68 percent of them had no secondary or higher education. 
In contrast, among women age 20-24, only 54 percent of the migrants to 
large cities had less than a secondary education. 
The second regularity shown in Table 2 is 
the lower migrant to native 
fertility ratio for women with less educa
tion. In this case, fertility 
decreases among all groups with women's ed
ucation, but among migrants, 
For example,
fertility decreases less rapidly with educa
tion than for natives. 
in large cities with no more than a primary
 education
migrant women 
generally have about the same or lower fe
rtility than do native women; this 
pattern is often repeated from age 25 to 4
4 in smaller sized cities and 
towns, and is consistent with our formula
tion of the migrant selectivity 
hypothesis. But with the acquisition of so
me secondary or higher education, 
migrants in the large cities have more ch
ildren than do the natives. 
To better understand the origins of these 
differences in migrant­
native fertility, Table 2 also reports the
 fertility ratio of women in 
On the
current unions (b) and the ratio of marit
al status effects (c). 
whole, migrants currently in unions do no
t report many more children 
Rather, migrant women with at least some s
econdary
than do natives. 
education are more frequently in such unio
ns than are natives, or those 
migrants currently outside of such a unio
n report higher fertility than 
Table 3 shows the proportion of women nev
er married,
do comparable natives. 
(i.e., single),by age, education, current 
residence and migrant status. 
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For this better educated half of the migrants (see Appendix Table A-3) in 
Colombia, migration is not associated with a marriage delay, but with a 
decrease in the age of marriage and at later ages a slight increase in 
12 
the fertility of those currently in a uniort. 
Another way to display the importance of migrant selectivity is 
to calculate the ratio of rural fertility to large city fertility for 
residents in the two extreme current residence areas. First this ratio 
is reported in Table 4 for natives born in these areas in Column (1). 
The rural-large city fertility ratio is then reported for migrants to 
these residential areas in Column (2). The first ratio for natives 
represents a more nearly random distribution of population preferences 
for fertility, and is presumably due to the differences in behavioral 
constraints implicit in the two environments. The second ratio for 
migrants, assuming no economic or psychological costs of promptly adapt-
ing to their adopted environments, would capture both the differences 
in the constraints of the two environments and the selectively different 
preferences for fertility that would favor high fertility among the 
12 one possible explanation of the differential effect of urban ~dunigra­
tion on marriage and fertility of women of differing education is the sex 
imbalance in the urban population and the barrier to marriage and a search 
for a mate that occurs within the occupations held by a substantial number 
of the less educated female migrants: domestic service. 
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TABLE 4 
Ratio of Children Ever Bor
n per Wo~an in Rural Areas to tha
t in Large Cities, 
of Natives and Migrants, b










































Notes: +Higher educated w
omen rarely found in rural
 
areas; c0t:1parisons restric
ted, therefore, to 
first three levels of scho
oling. 
*Native Ratio exceeds Migrant Ra
tio, 
suggesting adaptation proc
ess may outweigh 
migrant selectivity in thi
s case. 
-
Source: Table A-1. 
29 
rural migrants and favor low fertility among the city migrants. Thus, 
if the migrant selectivity process is quantitatively more important 
than the adaptation process, the rural-city fertility ratio for mi­
grants should exceed that for natives~ In 19 out of 24 cases in Table 4 
it does, providing support for the view that the allocation of migrants 
is selective with respect to fertility preferences and four out of five 
of the exceptions are for women with secondary education, for whom the 
effect of selectivity on migrants to urban areas was predicted to be 
small. These distinctive preferences of migrants across destination regions 
may also help to account for other types of migrant behavior that are widely 
observed to covary wtih fertility, namely, female labor force participation. 
parental investments in child schooling, and child survival and health. 
In sum, there are few large differences between the fertility of 
migrants and native women living in the same residential area, of the 
same age and educational attainment. Women moving to or within rural 
areas tend to have higher fertility than non-migrants living in these 
areas. Conversely, migrant women in the large cities with no more than 
13 a primary education have lower fertility than do natives, on the whole. 
These two patterns in migrant-native fertility confirm a role for 
migrant selectivity. 
!3 
·Evidence from National Fertility Surveys in 1969 and 1976 as well 
as the 1964 and 1973 censuses indicate that the proportion married at a 
given age is decreasing and that the median age at marriage is increasing 
in recent years in Colombia (Hernandez, 1978). As discussed in the text, 
our analysis of a single cross section (census sample of 1973) cannot illu­
minate clearly the character of these changes taking place over time and 
how they will affect future marriage and fertility rates. A single cross 
sectional data source, such as a census sample, cannot disentangle life­
cycle fertility patterns from those due to different period-specific 
effects that occurred at different ages for different birth cohorts. 
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Migrant-Native Fertility Comparisons at Origin 
The previous data on migrant-native fertility at desti
nation support 
the hypothesis that migrant reproductive preferences i
nfluence the destina­
tion migrants select, b.ut the evidence did not determi
ne the importance of 
adaptation of migrant fertility to the social and econ
omic constraints 
of current residential area. Moreover, to appraise th
e role of family 
origin on migrant fertility, as hypothesized in the w
riting of Goldberg 
and Duncan, it is helpful to consider briefly migrant 
fertility vis-
a-vis native fertility at origin, within the same age 
and education groups. 
The predominant migration stream in Colombia is that f
rom towns and rural 
areas of municipalities to the four largest cities, ev
en though these 
largest cities contained in 1973 only a third of the C
olombian population. 
Nonetheless, since three-fourths of the women in these
 cities migrated 
there, this migrant group constitutes a quarter of the
 entire female 
population and represents over a half of all migrant w
omen in the country 
This stream of migrants from rural backgrounds(see Tables A-7 and A-8). 
to metropolitan areas is also most similar to the pop
ulation originally 
studied by Goldberg and Duncan in the U.S. 
Columns (2), (4) and (6) of Table S report the average
 number of 
children ever born per woman, by age and education, fo
r natives resident 
in large cities, migrants from towns and rural areas t
o large cities, 
31Table S 
Children Ever Born of Migrants from Rural and Town Areas 
to Large Cities and Natives at Destination and Origin, by Age and Education+ 
Residents in Large Cities Residents in Town 
or RuralNatives Born Migrants Born in Migrant-Native 
at Destination Towns and Rural Fertility Ratio atNative Born* Age and Education Number of Children Number Children Number Children Origin Destination 
of Women Ever Born of Women Ever Born of Women Ever Born (4)/(6) (4)/(2) 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
None 131 1.63 338 1.48 1672 2.13 .69 .91 
Primary 1505 1.34 2833 1.08 5119 1.59 .68 .Bl 
Secondary 1965 .56 1602 .63 1013 .56 1.13 1.13 
Higher 391 .17 218 .11 15 .20 .55** .65 
All 3992 .85 4991 .92 7819 1.57 .59 1.08 
25-29: 
None 108 20 388 2.40 1696 3.85 .62 .75 
Primary 1066 2.48 2840 2.28 4254 3.29 .69 .92 
Secondary 1045 1.46 1289 1.46 538 1.70 .86 1.00 
Higher 169 .67 182 .74 9 .34 2.18** 1.10 
All 2388 1.94 4699 2.01 6497 3.30 .61 1.04 
30-34: 
None 120 4.07 423 4.11 1738 5.29 .78 1.01 
Primary 902 3.81 2501 3.51 3513 4.97 .71 .92 
Secondary 618 2.40 957 2.55 305 2.98 .86 1.06 
Higher 66 1.68 107 170 3 2.33 .76** 1.05 
All 1706 3.24 3988 3.29 5559 4.96 .66 1.02 
35-39: 
None 75 4.96 526 5.02 2013 6.25 • 72 1.01 
Primary 788 4.66 2387 4.42 3357 6.25 .71 .95 
Secondary 478 3.30 786 3.35 224 4.36 . 77 1.02 
Higher 47 '2,. 74 70 2.30 3 2.67 .86** .84 
All 1388 4.14 3769 4.24 5597 6.17 .69 1.02 
40-44: 
None 90 6.34 481 5.59 1810 6.94 .61 .13b 
Fri.nary 662 5.19 l9o3 5.20 2515 7 .02 .74 1.00 
Secondary 387 3.94 625 4.36 162 5.83 .75 1.11 
Higher 32 2.34 42 2.64 1.13 
All 1171 4.79 3111 5.06 4487 6.95 .73 1.06 
45-49: 
None 83 6.73 487 5.51 1552 7 .12 .77 .82 
Primary 495 5.61 1552 5.64 2034 7.45 .76 1.01 
Secondary 245 4.38 545 4.42 119 4.62 .96 1.01 
Higher 11 2.73 26 4.08 1.49** 
All 834 5.32 2610 5.34 3705 7.22 .74 1.00 
- No women in sample in specific category. 
* Education levels do not indicate completion of a respective level of schooling but only some exposure. All 
refers only to women reporting one of the four categories of educational attainment enumerated. 
** Less than 25 observations are used in the derivation of this ratio, and thus the reported ratio is subject to 
large sampling error. 
+For all women, regardless of whether they are currently in a union or not. 
Source: Derived trom Tables A-1 and A-2. 
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and natives resident in towns and rural a
reas, respectively. Columns 
(1), (3) and (5) provide the size of the 
census sample in these cate­
Column (8) is the ratio of migrant to nat
ive fertility at
gories. 
destination~ which is roughly comparable 
to row (a) in Table 2, except 
that Table 5 is constructed only for migr
ants from one origin: towns 
As noted with respect to Table 2, migrants t
o the large
and rural areas. 
cities have about the same level of ferti
lity as do city natives some-
what higher fertility among migrant women
 with some secondary or higher 
education, and somewhat l_ower fertility a
mong migrant women with less 
than a secondary education. 
Column (7) in Table 5 shows the ratio of 
migrant to native fertility 
at origin. Here we observe fertility amo
ng the large city migrants 
is 20 to 40 percent lower than the fertil
ity of similarly educated 
women still living in the towns and rural
 areas where the migrants 
were born. These substantial differential
s between migrant and native 
fertility at origin can be interpreted as
 a combination of (1) the effect 
of the selective differences between migr
ants and nonmigrants at origin 
in their reproductive "preferences" and (
2) the effect of the distinct 
urban and rural price and income constrai
nts on adaptive reproductive 
behavior. Clearly, if the entire differe
nce in fertility between mi­
grants and natives at origin were due to 
migrants adapting to unexpected 
urban instead of rural environmental con
straints, rural-urban internal 
migration could be assigned a major role 
in accounting for the recent 
Given the evidence presented,
national decline in Colombian fertility. 
however, that migrants reveal their repro
ductive preferences in their 
32a 
decision whether and where to migrate, one cannot ascribe all of these 
migrant-native differentials at origin to internal migration.£!:!:. se. 
Conversely, the rate of selective internal migration in Colombia also 
suggests that rural fertility should decline more slowly than one might 
anticipate based on the population's age, education, and environmental 
opportunities. 
Migrant-native fertility comparisons within relatively similar 
educational attainment groups have helped to discriminate among altema~ 
tive explanations for migrant fertility behavior. The family-
origin hypothesis that migrant fertility is determined by norms adopted 
at childhood is not supported by these data, except perhaps in the 
case of women with secondary or higher schooling, who have migrated 
to medium and large sized cities. Among less educated migrants to the 
cities, who are the majority of all migrants in Colombia (Table A-2) 
and migrants to rural areas, fertility is lower than that of urban natives 
in the first case, and higher than that of rural natives in the second 
case. This reversed pattern of migrant-native fertility in urban and 
rural areas contradicts the hypothesis that norms at origin determine 
the migrant's reproductive behavior. 
The "adaptation" hypothesis is not much more successful in account-
ing for the migrant-native fertility differences. It also predicts 
that migrants, at least on arrival, should behave like those that they 
were drawn from at origin, and only with duration of residence would 
their childbearing pattern converge to that of natives, as they adapt 
to local conditions. Although duration of migrant's residence at destination 
has not been considered explicitly in Table 5, the observation that migrants 
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generally have smaller fami
lies than non-migrants of th
e same age and 
education living .1.n.the orig
in indicates the the adaptat
ion hypothesis 
does not seem to be a compl
ete explanation of migrant f
ertility behavior 
in Colombia. The regression
 analysis that follows exam
ines the adapta­
tion hypothesis in more deta
il. 
Regression Analysis of Dura
tion of Residence and Migran
t Fertility 
The adaptation and selectivi
ty hypotheses for migrant fe
rtility 
behavior can be·explored in 
greater detail using a para
llel regression 
the effect on migrant fertil
ity of duration
framework for evaluating 
In order to hold constant fo
r the woman's 
of residence at destination.
 
age, education, migration st
atus and husband's monthly 
income, our sample 
is restricted to women in m
arital or common-law unions 
in which the hus­
band is present. The observ
ed similarity of mig~ant and
 native fertility 
at destination seen in Table
s 2 and 5 is potentially con
sistent with 
either the adaptation or sel
ectivity ·hypotheses, but the
 adaptation 
hypothesis also implies tha
t the fertility of migrants 
should converge 
with duration of residence 
at destination toward the le
vel of native 
fertility. Moreover, in app
roaching parity with native 
fertility at 
destination, migrant fertili
ty should initially deviate
 from native 
fertility in the direction o
f the fertility levels at th
eir migrant 
Namely, one anticipates tha
t rural-city migrants would 
with duration of 
origin. 
residence at destination rep
ort a decline in their migra
nt-native fertility ratio 
If, on the other 
toward unity, and conversely
 for urban-rural migrants. 
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hand, rural-urban migrants from the moment they arrive exhibit similar 
or lower levels of fertility than do long term rural-urban migrants 
and urban natives, the evidence would suggest migrants are selectively 
drawn toward their destinations and accept the fertility goals of the 
destination natives upon arrival, if not before. 
The dependent variable in the regressions reported in Table 6 is 
the number of children ever born per woman (living in a union with spouse 
present), within five year age groups of wives by current residential 
areas; the explanatory variables are the wife's age, education, husband's 
monthly income, and two alternative parameterizations of migration status. 
In the first specification of the regression equation,categorical variables 
indicate the duration of migrant residence at destination by four levels. 
The first test statistic reported at the bottom of the table indicates 
whether this set of migration/duration categories is jointly statistically 
significant according to the F ratio. The second specification of 
the regression equation includes categorical variables that capture both 
the fertility differences associated with duration of residence at destina­
tion for migrants from rural or tow--n areas (indistinguishable as birth 
place in the census), and whether the migrant had alternatively been born 
in a large or medium sized city. At the bottom of Table 6, two F ratio statistics 
are reported for the joint statistical significance of the three additional 
duration of migration effects for migrants from town-rural origins14 and for 
the three origin (large city, medium city and town-rural) effects. 
14 With degrees of freedom of 3 and 2500, the F ratio is statistically 
significant at the 5 percent level if it exceeds 2.60. If the degrees of 
freedom are 4 and 2500 the significant level of Fis 2.37. 
Table 6 
Regressions on Children Ever Born, Wife's A
ge 20-24, 
by Type of Current Residence: 
Effects of Wife's Education, Husband's Inco
me, and Migration Status 
IIESIDENT"-REAS (destination) 
Large a/ Mellium8 / Town and / 
Cities- Cities- Rural Areas!
(2)(1) (2) (!) (2) (1)
EXPLANATORY VARIABLES 
.20 .20 .26 .26 •31 •31
Age of wife (years) (13.02) (13.03) (16.45) (16.46) (17.17) (17.78
)
(t test)
Education of wife: .57 .48 .48 .31 .31.56
No education -.67 -. 74 -.74-.58 -.59 -.67
Secondary -1.19 -1.30 -2.16 -1.98-1.15 -1. 30
University -.10 2.27 2.27-.63 -.65 -.09
Other .41 .40-.16 .16 .41 .41
Not reported
Income of husband (pesos/month) .11 .10 .10.10 .09 .11
0-300 -.13 ,04 .04 .04 .03-.12
301-600 .02 .01 -.03 -.03 -.16 -.17
1001-1800 -.09 -.11 -.03 -.03 -. 34 -.32
1801-4000 -.11 -.12 .11 .12-.18 -.21
40001+ .16 .06 .03 .03.17 .06
Not reported
Wife migrant-duration (years) 
0-1 -.23 -.16 -.17 
2-5 -.07 -.os .oo.526-10 .03 .20 
b/ .08 .OS .24lo+
Wife migrant origin & duration--
Rural or town 0-1 (years) -.:n -.17 -.19 
Rural or town 2-5· -.13 -.06 
-.02
.49
Rural or town 6-10 -.02 .19
.04 .23Rural or town lo+ .02
.37 -.OS -.35Medium Cities .07 .18Four largest cities .12 
Intercept -2.60 -2.57 -3.73 -3. 74 -4 .32 
-4 .32 
.15 .12R2 .16 .16 .15 .12 
1.48 1.48
Standard Error of Estimate 1.15 1.15 1.30 
1.30 
Mean 1.63 1.98 2.61 
2%9 3589 3738Sample Size E:_/ 
Joint F tests: 4.90 11.563.92
Regress. ( 1) Mig. Dura. (df le.st 4) ~/ / 5.12 4.94 10.84 
..., 
. RegreH. (2) Mig. Dura. (df lost 31~. 7.66 .73 2.79 \J1 
Regress. (2) Hig. Or~ph (<If lost 3)_"./ 
Table 6 
Regressions on Children Ever Born, Wife's Age 25-29, 
by Type of Current Residence: 
Effects of Wife 1s Education and Migration Status and Husband's Income 
RESIDENT AREAS (destination) 
EXPLANATORY VARIABLES 
Age of wife (years) 
( t test) 


















Wife migrant origin & duration--
Rural or town Q-1 (rears) 
Rural or town 2-5 
Rural or town 6-10 
Rural or town lo+ 
Medium Cities 
Four largest cities 
Intercept · 
l 
Standard Error of Estimate 
Hean 
Sample Size E._/ 
Joint F tests: 
Regress. (1) Hig. Dura. (df lost 1'.)<!/J./ -
. Regress. (2) Mig. Uura. (df lost 3) -
Regress. (2) Mig. Orip1.n (df lost l)rl_/ 
Large 
Cities.!!/ 






.20 .zo .27 .27 .31 .31 
(10.91) (10. 89) (14. 08) (14.07) (14.22) (14.21) 
.37 .38 .66 .66 .54 .54 
-. 77 -.78 -.97 -.96 -1. 31 -1.31 
-1.38 -1.40 -1.50 -1.49 -2.48 -2 .42 
-.67 -.67 -1.07 -1.06 -.33 -.33 
. 31 .32 .58 .58 .25 .25 
.18 .17 .12 .12 -.27 -.27 
.21 .21 .05 .05 -.22 -.22 
-.11 -.12 -.24 -.24 -.57 -.57 
-.20 -.21 -.25 -.25 -.24 -.24 
-.25 -.28 -.45 -.44 -.06 -.05 
.23 .22 -.07 -.07 -,13 -.13 
-.33 -.38 -.52 
-.28 -.24 -.32 
-.12 -.04 .11 
.01 .21 .45 
-.39 -.36 -.52 
-. 34 -.23 -.32 
-.16 -.02 .11 
-.04 .22 .45 
.17 -.14 -.11 
.15 -.03 .02 
-2.27 -2.24 -3.69 -3.70 -3.89 -3.89 
.14 .14 .16 .15 .09 .09 



















Regressions ,,n Children Ever Born,
 Wife's Age 
by Type of Current Residence: 
~ffects of Wife's Education and M
igration Status and Husband's Incom
e 
RESIDENT AREAS (destination) 
Large a/ Mediuma/ 
Town and
Rural Areas!/Cities- Cities-
(2) (1) (2)(1) (2) (1)
EXPLANATORY VARIABLES 
• 24 .24 .30 .30 .29 .29
Age of wife (years) (8.46) (8.45) (11.49) (11.51) (10.39) (10.39)
(t test)
Education of wife: .48 .48 •77 •77 .39 .39
No education -1.20 -1.21 -1.58 -1.58-.83 -.83
Secondary -1.52 -1. 52 -'.1.46 -2 .49 -3.39 -3.41
University -1.41 -1.40 -.33 -.34-1.04 -1.04
Other .29 .29-.11 -.11 .68 .68
Not reported
Income of husband (pesos/month) -.11 -.11.95 .95 .07 .07
0-300 .10 .04 .04 .18 .18.10
301-600 .oo .oo -.19 -.19 .04 .03
1001-1800 -.02 -.02 -.41 -.41 .15 .15
1801-4000 -.31 -.65 -.66-.28 -.28 -.30
401,01+ .12 .12 .08 .08 .04 .03 
Not reported
Wife migrant-duration (years) 
0-1 -,30 -.56 
-.79 
-.02 -.41 -.512-5 
-.46 -.47 -.166-10 .28b/ -.10 .02 
Wife
lo+
migrant origin & duration--
Rural or town 0-1 (years) -.31 
-.56 -.80 
-.03 -.41 -.53Rural or town 2-5 -.47 -.18-.46Rural or town 6-10 .27-.10 .01Rural or town lo+ .26 .05.02
Medimn Cities .01 -.05 .08Four largest cities 
Intercept · -3.48 -3
.48 -4.23 - 4.24· -3.37 -3.37 
.OS ,, .OS.10 .10 .12 .12l 
Standard Error of Estimate 2.09 2.0
9 2.44 2.44 2.71 2. 71 
5.88Mean 3,81 4,79 
42393.515 4336Sample Size !=_I 
.__,
Joint F tests: 9.57 
w 
Regress. (1) Mig. Dura. (df loat 




Regress. (2) Mig, !Jura.~ (df lost 
3)! 
.01 .86 .08
Regress. (2) Mtg. Origin (df lost 
3);}_/ 
Table 6 
Regressi,ms on Children Ever Born, Wife's Age 35-39, 
by Type of Current Residence: 
Effects of Wife's Education and Migration Status and Husband's Income 
RESIDENT AREAS (destination2 
Large Mediuma/ Town and / 
Citie~/ Cities- Rural Areas!. 
EXPLANATORY VARIABLES (1) (2) (1) (2) (l) (2) 
Age of wife (years) . 21 .21 .23 .23 .25 .25
(t test) '(6.28) (6. 28) (6. 7/;) (r:.. 7,:.) (7. 2'1) (7.20)
Education of wife: 
No education .55 .55 • 77 .76 .12 .12 
Secondary -.88 -.87 -1.30 -1.29 -2.30 -2 .26 
University -1.66 -1.65 -2.64 -2.56 -4.97 -5.00 
Other -.87 -.85 -2.65 -2.66 .66 .66 
Not reported .t,J .45 -.33 -.31 .21 .21 
Income of husband (pesos/month) 
0-300 .54 .54 - .09 -.09 -.54 -.54 
301-600 -.02 -.02 .37 .37 
1001-1800 -.07 -.07 -.18 -.18 .06 .06 
1801-4000 -.27 -.27 -.40 -.40 .05 .05 
40001+ -.61 -.60 -.84 -.80 -.05 -.02 
Not reported -.11 -.11 -.35 -.33 -.17 -.17 
Wife migrant-duration (years) 
0-1 .22 -.36 -.482-5 -.18 -.31 -.31
6-10 -.OJ -.08 -.36 
lo+ b/ .07 -.OJ .44Wife migrant origin &duration---
Rural or town 0-1 (years) .25 -.27 -.48Rural or town 2-5 -.15 -.20 -.31
Rural or town 6-10 .01 -.02 -.36Rural or town lo+ .01 .05 .43
Medium Cities .10 -.40 -. 71Four largest cities .10 -.43 .09
Intercept -2.54 -7. 'it. -1 ,R7 -1.R~ -1.70 -1. 72 
R2 .08 .08 .08 .08 .O.J .03 
Standard Error of Estimate 2 .64 2.64 J.08 3.08 3.28 3.28 
Mean 4.80 6.08 7.24
clSample Size - 3201 4293 41143 
Joint F tests: 0, 
w 
Regress. (1) Mig. Dura. (df lost 4) !1/ . 78 1.46 6 .48 
. Regress. (2) Mig. Dura. (df lost 3) fl./ •76 1.03
Regress. (2) Mig. Origin (df lost 3)il 6.42 .11 4 .43 • 79 
Table 6 
Regressions on Children Ever Born, Wife'
s Age 40-44, 
by Type of Current Residence: 
Effects of Wife's 1Uucation and Migration 
Statua and Huaband 's Income 
RESIDENT AREAS (destination) 
; Townand /Large a/ Medium8 Rural Areas!Cities- Cities-
(2) (1) (2)(1) (2) {1)
EXPLANATORY VARIABLES 
.25 .25 ,30 .30.17 .16
Age of wife (years) (3. 72) (3.55) (5.61) (5.63) (6. 72) (6.75)( t test)
Education of wife: .so .so .26 .26 ,08 .07No education -1.15 -1.42 -1.44-.61 -.59 -1.14Secondary -4.81 -4. 77-2.19 -2.19 -2.11 -2.10University -1.28 -.39 -.40 -5.22 -5.43-1.28Other -.71 -.13 -.15-.63 -.65 -.72
Not reported
Income of husband (pesos/month) .57 .05 .05 -.79 -.77.56
0-300 .27 .24 -.15 -.15 .06 .06
301-600 .36 .35 -.22 -.23 -.66 -.65
1001-1800 -.16 -.15 -.45 -.46 .18 .19
1801-4000 -.66 -.68 .63 .66-.61 -.58
40001+ .14 .15-.60 -.59 .18 .17
Not reported
Wife migrant-duration (years) .46 -.87 .21
0-1 .53 -. 76 - .06
2-5 .33 -.32 .20
6-10 .18 -.38 .13b/lo+
Wife migrant origin & duration-- .57 -.90 .17
Rural or town 0-1 (years) -.11.63 -. 79
Rural or town 2-5 .43 -.35 .15
Rural or town 6-10 .29 -.41 .08
Rural or town lo+ -.12 .42 -.26 
Medium Cities -.48 .Ofi .47
Four largest cities -1.29 -.99 -2.71 -2.76 -4.01 -4.06
Intercept 
R2 .os .05 .04 .Oli .03 .03 
3.72 3.79 3.793.23 3.23 3. 72
Standard Error of Esti-te 
5.70 6.95 8.06 
Mean 33952494 3427
Sample Size E,_/ 
Joint F teats: w,VJ1.17 4.27 .33Regresa. (1) Mig. Dura. (df lost ,o!!_/./ 4. 35 .21(df lost 3)i 1.69. Regress. (2) Mig, Dura. 1.073.24 .55
Regress. (2) Mig. Ori~in (df lost 3).<!I 
I 
Table 6 
Regressions on Children Ever Born, Wife's Age 45-49, 
by Type of Current Residence: 
Effects of Wife's Education and Migration Status and Husband's Income 
RESIDENT AREAS (destination) 
Large a/ Medimna/ Town and / 
Citie- CitieEt- Rural Areas-!. 
EXPLANATORY VARIABLES (1) (2) (1) (2) (1) (2) 
Age of wife (years) .07 .07 .06 .06 .10 .10 
(t test) (1.13) (1.16) (.32) (.99) (1. 79) (1.80) 
Education of wifet 
No education .17 .17 .25 .25 -.28 -.28 
Secondary -1.03 -1.00 -1.09 -1.09 -3.07 -3.00 
University -2.42 -2.48 -3.38 -3.39 
Other -1.48 -1.33 -1.36 -1.38 1.45 1.44 
Not reported -. 71 -.66 -.42 -.41 -:98 -.98 
Income of husband (peaoa/month) 
0-300 .33 .33 -.42 -.42 -.90 -.90 
301-600 .23 .23 .03 .03 -.20 -.20 
1001-1800 .03 -.73 -. 73 -.07 -.07 
1801-4000 -.OS .02 -.88 -.88 .09 .09 
40001+ -.40 -.32 -.88 -.87 .46 .47 
Not reported .46 .48 -.13 -.13 -.44 -.44 
Wife migrant-duration (years) 
0-1 -.52 -. 76 .02 
.54 .40 -.282-5 
6-10 .30 -.73 
-.61 -.30 .3210+ bl 
Wife migrant origin &duratio~ 
Rural or town 0-1 (years) -.41 -.72 -.09 
.70 .43 -.20Rural or town 2-5 
.42 -.70 .07Rural or town 6-10 
-.47 -.25 .38Rural or town lo+ 
-.67 .27 - .56Medium Cities -.01 -.24 :...48Four largest cities 
Intercept · 3.49 3.35 5.54 5.56 4.26 4.25 
R2 .OS .OS .03 .03 .02 .02 
Standard Error of Estimate 3.59 3.59 4.12 4.12 4.16 4.16 
Mean 6.09 7.41 8.40 
Sample Size !:.I 1792 2675 2584 
Joint F teats: 
Regresa. (1) Hig. Dura. (df lost t,"f1I S .fi9 :l. 2fl .86 ~ 
. Begre■■ • (2) Mia. Dura. (df lost 3) j/ 5.23 3.10 .97 0 
Regress. (2) Mig. Origin (df lost 3)i/ 3.80 .55 .68 
41 
Footnotes to Table 6: 
~/The four largest cities are: Bogot
a, Cali, Medellin and Barranquilla. 
Medium Cities include other cities w
ith oooulation size lan~er than 
Town and rural areas
35,000 at the time of the 1973 Popu
lation Census. 
include cities with population size 
smaller than 35,000 at the time of 
the 1973 Population Census and all a
reas classified as rural in the 
Census questionnaire. 
b/The omitted category is migrants b
orn in rural areas or towns. The 
coefficients for the origin/duration
 dummies in this regression should 
be interpreted as deviations from n
atives (non-migrants). 
-
c/Samples include all women with husban
d present reporting their age, 
birthplace, current residence and d
uration of residence. 
_g/The Fis defined for a set of dumm
y variables, for example, the four 
dummy variables that indicate the w
ife's duration of migration in regre
ss­
ion (1). The degrees of freedom for
 the F test are defined by the numb
er 
of restrictions due to the set of du
mmy variables, and the sample size 
minus the number of independent var
iables in the regression plus one. 
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Summarizing the regressions reported in Table 6, the fertility of 
women currently in unions is lower the higher is the woman's education, 
holding constant for her age and husband's income. These large differ­
ences reflect perhaps the higher opportunity cost of the more educated 
woman's time in the labor market that is re~uired in additional childbear­
ing, and the lower "cost" of acquiring and using family planning to 
women with more education. In urban areas, increases in husband's income 
are associated with lower fertility after the wife is age 30 or older. In 
towns and rural areas, however, fertility among women over age 30 is 
often directly associated with husband's income. A similar rever-
sal in the fertility effect of husband's income (or husband's education) 
between urban and rural areas of Colombia has been noted before (Schultz, 
1979). It was then suggested that the demand for children increases 
with a husband's income in a more traditional rural-agricultural economy 
such as in Colombia, but in urban areas where child labor is of less value 
husband's income, on balance, decreases the demand for children. 
Even in the urban areas, however, the reduction in fertility associated 
with the mother's education is substantially greater (two to three children) 
than that associated with the father's income (one-half to one child). The 
greater effect of women's education (and wage) relative to the man's education 
(and wage) is consistent with the simplest form of the household demand 
model for fertility (Schultz, 1973). 
Although differences in migrant-native fertility are not always statis-
15
tically significant, some patterns can be noted. Migrants under the 
15Regressions were also performed within three educational strata, with 
intercept shifts for the two educational groups included in each strata: (1) 
less than secondary, (2) some secondary or more, and (3) other education 
and unreported. No distinct patterns were noted within these educational 
strata in the duration or origin effects, even for large cities where migrant­
native comparisons in Table 2 appeared quite different for more and less 
educated women. 
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age of 30 to any type of residence generally 
have lower fertility than 
Origin matters for young
longer-term migrants or natives living there. 
migrants (age 20-29) in large cities, where t
hose coming from medium.-
sized and large cities have higher fertility 
than the rural er town born. Mi­
grants coming from towns or rural areas have 
lower fertility.than natives, 
except if they moved more than ten years ago 
at a very young age. This 
pattern is consistent with the migrant select
ion hypothesis where those 
who are drawn from the countryside are predis
posed to restrict their 
fertility and only with ten or more years of 
large city residence do 
Intra urban
they reach a fertility level similar to that 
of natives. 
migrants in large cities do not exhibit this 
restraint. In the older 
age groups (40 and more), however, migrants f
rom urban origins living 
in large cities have lower fertility than nat
ives, while those from 
towns and rural areas often have higher ferti
lity, probably indicating 
that origin conditioned demand for children i
s a more valid hypothesis 
to explain the fertility behavior of older m
igrants to large cities, 
many of whom began childbearing before migra
ting. 
Two interpretations of this evidence are poss
ible, but a single 
cross section does not permit one to distingu
ish which is more accurate. 
If the differences in migrant-native fertility
 across age groups repre­
sent the experience of all cohorts as they gg
e, then migrants from 
rural origins currently living in large citie
s delay childbearing com­
pared with intra-urban migrants and urban nat
ives, but these rural born 
migrants have greater fertility later in life
, allowing them to catch 
up with natives and perhaps surpass the ferti
lity of urban born migrants. 
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Conversely, if the differences in fertility across age groups represent 
persistent differences in the lifecycle path of fertility for differ­
ent birth cohorts, then younger rural born city migrants are more 
strongly inclined toward, or more capable of achieving, lower fertility 
than are the older generations of rural to city migrants in Colombia. 
This second interpretation contrasts with Balan and Hendershot's hypothesis that 
the "selectivity" of migration diminishes with development; these 
data are consistent with an increase over time in migrant "selectivity," 
defined in terms of their lower fertility relative to natives at destina-
tion, within an educational strata. 
The effect of duration of migration is generally to increase urban 
fertility, particularly at younger ages in the urban sector (20-29), 
16and increase at all ages in the rural sector. But this pattern is 
less regular after age 30, leading us to conclude that for older women 
the adaptation process is not confirmed. Generalizing from this 
evidence, it appears that younger migrants to cities from rural areas 
restrict or at least delay their fertility, relative to natives. At 
later ages, the migrants have already had most of their children, and 
we observe no clear relationship between their duration of residence 
17after migration and cumulative fertility. 
16 
This result is parallel to that of Goldstein (1973) for Thailand, in which 
he noted that there was some evidence of catching up of migrants to the levels of 
fertility reported by native city dwellers, and that the deficit in mi~rant fertility 
was probably only a transitory phenomenon. (See also Macisco et al. (1975).) 
17 
In rural areas migrant fertility continues to be positively associated with 




Within age and education groups, living in the same size of resi­
dential area, migrant-native fertility differences are relatively~­
important in Colombia. Differentials by size of residential area are 
substantial by comparison, and fertility behavior of migrants does not 
narrow these regional differences, as we have shown, but actually widens 
them. Different conditions in city, town or rural environment appear 
to elicit different levels of fertility, but both migrants and natives 
respond similarly to these local conditions. In other words, origins 
do not explain cumulative fertility within age and education groups; 
current living conditions do. The accommodation of migrants to newly 
adopted conditions at destination is so complete (or excessive) and so 
prompt that one must adduce an additional reason for these reversing 
patterns of migrant behavior. 
Our interpretation of these data is that migrants differ notably from 
non-migrants in their preferences for children. Migrants are assumed 
to move to areas in which conditions are propitious for them to behave 
according to their distinctive preferences. From an economic perspective, 
relative wages of men, women and children and other prices distinguish 
favor or penalize particular forms of consumptionresidential regions and 
and demographic behavior in each. Migrants who prefer a specific form 
of beh~vior or consumption are drawn to regions where it is most advan­
it is assumedtageously pursued, or is least costly. In the case at hand, 
that migrants are systematically drawn toward locations where the costs 
of having their preferred family size are relatively low, other things 
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being equal. One anticipates, according to this conception of migrant 
selectivity, that the ratio of rural to urban fertility will tend to 
be greater for migrants at destination than for natives, since pre­
ference orderings of natives for fertility would be more nearly random 
than would be the case for migrants who had chosen their location with 
relative costs of childbearing in mind. Despite the fact that the 
sluggish process of adapting behavior to fit one's adopted environment 
works in the opposite direction, Table 4 summarized the evidence that 
in 19 out of 24 pairwise comparisons of women by age and education 
the rural-urban fertility ratios were wider for migrants than for natives, 
confirming a potent role for migrant selectivity. The strength of selec­
tion on migrant fertility would, of course, depend on the extent of 
rural-urban differences in child costs and on the economic and social 
forces motivating migration in a country. Colombia may be a special 
case, but it does not appear particular~ unusual in these regards. 
In the long run, regional differentials in fertility have tended 
to narrow with economic development, just as racial and ethnic fertility 
differentials narrow as populations become more integrated. Rural-urban 
and even farm-nonfarm fertility differentials have generally closed 
during the mid-twentieth century in high income countries. The select­
ivity of migration according to fertility preferences,which is postulat­
ed in this paper, tends to resist pressure for fertility to converge 
across regions. In contrast, it is more common to assume that inter­
nal migration and the rapid redistribution of a national population 
contributes to behavioral homogeneity. Beyond some point in 
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the development process, growing interpen
etration of regional factor 
and goods markets appears to foster a red
uction in differences in regional 
prices, wage rates, and other opportuniti
es. As these regional markets 
become one national market and the mobili
ty of the population continues 
to increase with education, regional fert
ility differences might be 
expected to decline. Nonetheless, if fixe
d differences in region-
al environments, such as climate, continu
ed to influence substantially 
the regional costs and benefits of childb
earing, selectivity of migra­
tion with respect to fertility preference
s might sustain indefinitely 
regional differences in fertility and fam
ily size within a closed 
population. 
TABLE A-1.1 
Children Ever Born of All Wc,men ;;md Women in Current Unions, Age 15-19, and 20-24 
by Education, Current Residence and Migration Status 
1
' 
~ur.rent Town RuralLarge City Medium City
Residence: 
Age, Marital Native All Migrants Born Native All Native All Native All 
Migrants Born Migrantf.iStatus and Born Migrants in Town or Born Migrants Born 
Education Rural A1reas 
lAge 15-19 
All women 
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.* 20-24 of all women, andOf those women reporting children ever born. ln this age group 36.5% age 15-19 and 19.2% age 
12.7% age 15-19 and 6.2% age 20-24 of women in unions, did not answer the children ever born question in the Census 
a respective level of schooling, e.g. primary includesquestionnaire. Educational levels do not indicate completion of 
women with one or more years of primary schooJLing but no exposure to secondary school, etc. .i:-00 
TABLE A-1.2 
Children Ever Born of All Wom1en and Women in
 Current Unions, Age 2\-29, .and 30-34 






Jrrent Large City Medium City 
~sidence : 
All Native All Native 
All 
Native All Migrants Born Native Migrants Born Migrantflge, Marital in Town o,r Born Migrants BornBorn Migrantstatus and Rural Are!asducation 
ge,'25-29 
4.24
All women 3.26 3.56 4.04 3
.92 
3.20 2.48 2.40 3.4
1 3.10 3.l+2 3.81None 2.82 2.942.28 2.33 2.22
Prim:.iry 2.48 2.33 1.46 1.50 1.70 1.58 
2.06 2.05 -
Secondary 1.46 1.54 •74 . .83 1.12 - 1.23 - I.67 .74Higher 
4.43 4.52 4.55Women in Unions 4.14 3.88 4.26 4.10
None 3.97 3.26 
3.19 
3.37 3.27 3.53 
3.51 3.97 
2.642.88 2.87 2.48 2.59Primary 2.99 2 .02, 2.07 2.17 2.27 -
Secondary 2.03 2.06 1.34 1.58 1.59 - 1.78 -1.23 1.26Higher 
t\ge 30-34 
5.885.17 5.30All women 4.11 4.80 4.69 5.2
6 6.364.07 4.21 4.74 5.10None 3.51 4.20 4.17 4
.66 
3.49 3.70
Primary 3.81 3.49 3.02 2.17 3.18
2.40 2.59 2.5.5 2
.81 1.75 - -Secondary l.71Q 1.18 1.68 -1.68 1. 78HigherI 
Women in Unions 6.09 5.90 
6.04 6.08
5.82 5.33 5.624.85 4.73 5.07 5. 72None 5.05 4.74 4.60 5.33 4.00
Primary 4.38 4.06 
4.10 
3.49 3.44 . 3. 51 
3.59 4.08 -3.11 3.09 - -Secondary 3.00 
2.27 2 .32 2.00 
2.30 -
Higher 2.67 
------ ·-- -----· --
In
. this age group 10.5% age 2s-2q and 7.01. age 30
-34 of all women, and
*Of those women reporting children ever born. 
3.7% age 25-29 and 3.0% of women in unions
, did not answ~r the chi1rlren ever born que
stion in the Census Questionnaire. 
~ 
more years of primary schooling but no exp
osure to secondary school, etc. 
\0
~ducational levels do not indicate complet
ion of a respective level of schooling, e.
g., primary includes women with 
one or 
TABLE A-1.3 
Children Ever Born of All Women and ,~•omen in Current Un:1.ons, Age 35-39, and 40-44 
by Education, Current Residence and Migration Status* 
!current Large City Medium City Town Rural 
Residence : 
Age, Marital Native All Migrants Born Native All Native All Native All 
Status and Born Migrants in To'tim or Born Migrants Born Migrants Born MigraUCfi 
Education Rural Areas 
IAs?e ,35-39 
All women 
None 4.96 5.02 5.02 5.58 5.95 6.36 6.33 6.22 7.09 
Primary 4.66 4.42 4.42 5.26 5.17 5.82 5.84 6.45 6.93 l
Secondary 3.30 3.37 3.35 3.46 4.01 4.07 4.71 5.48 3.99 
Higher 2.74 2.21 2.30 - 2.00 - - - -
Women in Unions 
None 5.44 5.86 5.76 6.47 6.86 7.23 7.02 7.00 7.40 
Primary 5.09 5.09 5.14 5.74 5.78 6.51 6.43 7.07 7.20 
Secondary 3.82 4.00 4.07 4.07 4.51 4.84 5.00 6.02 4.21 
Higher 3.40 2.78 2.70 - 3.09 - - - -
Age .40-44 
All women 
None 6.34 5.56 5.59 6.70 5.82 6.90 6. 71 6.95 7.76 
Primary 5.19 5.19 5.20 5.90 6.20 6.66 6.78 7.20 7.75 
SecoT\dary 3.94 4.32 4.36 4.41 5.03 5.70 5.30 6.22 5.65 
Higher 2.34 2. 77 2.64 - - - - - -
Women in Unions I 
I,one 7.46 6.41 6.54 7.79 6.78 7.70 7.54 7.79 8.30 
Primary 5.86 6.03 6.10 6.62 6.83 7.73 , 7.23 7.95 8.08 
Secondary 4.51 4.99 5.13 5.42 5.53 6.75 5.97 7.00 6.47 
Higher 2.88 3.53 3.57 - - - - - -___,_____ ---
*Of those women reporting children ever born. In this age group 5.7% age 35-39 and 5.3% age 40-44 of all women, and 
3.1% age 35-39 and 2.8% age 40-44 of women :ln unions, did not answer the children ever born question in the Census 
questionnaire. Educational levels do not indicate completion of a respective level of schoclin~ ,e.g., primary includes 
women with one or more years of primary schooling but no exposure to secondary school, etc. V, 0 
TABLE A-1.4 
Children Ever Born of All Women
 and Women in Current Unions
, Age 45-49, and 50-59 
by Education, Current Reside




.esidence: Native All Nativ
e All 
Native All Migrants
 Born Native All Born Migrants Born 
Migrantfi
1ge, Marital Migrants
Born Migrants in Tow
n ,or Born





6.86 7.16All women 6.90 6.76 6.94 8.396.73 5.48 5.51 6.90 6.93 7.76None 
5.57 5.64 6.00 
6.62 
5.62 4.-48 5.52Primary 5.61 4.15 5.70 4.66 -
Secondary 4.38 4.45 
4.42 
- - - - - I 3.70 4.08 IHigher 2.73 I
7.85 8.39 
I Women in Unions 7.85 7.44 8.29 
7.38 
I 
6.78 8.50 8.687.88 6.63 8.13 7.61None 6.40 6.57 7.31 6.16 5.10 6.35 II6 .68 6.31 6.35Pdrr.~.ry 4.98 6.42 I
5.15 5.13 5.23 - - - - ISecondary 3. 92 4 .13 - -3.00Higher 
iA£e 50-59 
7.106.49 6.56
All women 5 •.50 6.17 6.09 
6.49 
7.15 7.844.88 5.60 6.10 6.24 6.69None 5.55 5.84 5.26 6.385.15 5.40 5.40 5.73 5.01Primary 4. 71 4.44
Secondary 3.61 
4.59 
- - - - - -- 3.14 2.90 IHigher 
7.• 35 7.55










5.95 6.31 7.26 
5.87 
Secondary 4.55 5.38
 5.60 - - - - -
-
Higher 3.67 3.38
 -· ----· - ---------
In this age group ~-1~ age 4
5-4° and 10.8~ age 50-59 of a
ll women, and 
3.9% age 45-49 and 8.3% age 
50~59 of women in unions, did
 not answer the children eve
r born question in the Census*Of those women reporting childr
en ever born. 
Educational levels do not ind
icate completion of a respect
ive level of schooling, e.g.
, primary includes 
questionnaire. 
VI 
women with one or more years
 of primary schooling but no 




Children Ever Born of All Women and Women in Current Unions, Age 6o+ 
by Education, Current Residence and Migration Status* 
~urrent Large City Medium City Town RuralResidence : 
Age, Marital Native All Migrants Born Native All Native All Native All 
Status and Born Migrants in Town or Born Migrants Born Migrants Born Migrant~ 
Education Rural Areas 
A2e 6o+ 1 
All women 
None 4.61 5.46 5 .. 48 5.63 6.08 6.11 6.15 6.09 6,62 
Primary 4.58 · 5 .63 5 .. 68 5.25 6.25 5. 81 6.18 6.44 7.53 
Secondary 3.79 4.42 4.49 4.26 4.81 4.18 5.28 lJ.38 5.09 
Higher - 1.84 -- 1.23 - - - - -
Wc:nen in Unions 
None 6.11 6.04 5 .. 95 6.45 6.63 7.58 6.88 6.74 6.89 
Primary 5.58 6.69 6 .. 74 6.76 7.07 7.06 7.09 7.30 7. 71 
Secondary 5.00 5.19 5.. 45 · 5.57 4.84 4.96 5.98 8.40 6.61 
Higher - - -- - - - - - -
I 
* ' ' 
Of those women reporting children ever born. In this age group 14.7% of all women and 10.9% of women in unions did 
not answer the children ever born question in the Census questionnaire. Educational levels do not indicate completion 
of a respective level of schooling, e.g., pr~mary includes women with one or more years of primary schooling but no exposure 




Number of Women in C,ensus Sample
 Tabulation Cells Reported in Pa
per 
* 
by Age, Marital Status, Education,
 Current Residence and M4rant S
tatus, A.e 15-1~ and 20-24. 
Rural
I 
TownMedium City:;urrent Large City
Residence: All Native All 
Native All 
Native All Migrants: Born N
ative Migrants Born MigrantsAge, Marital Migrants Born
Born Migrants in Town o
r Born
Status and Rural Areas
Education 
Ast..e 15-19 
267 1148 399 
All women 340 156 197 
296 
4217 1332438 1670 1306None 150 2541 986 1334





7 - -2965 2320 5Secondary 36 10 1098. 88
Higher 
82 354 205Women in Unions 43 9431 844 51479 61 324None 22 190 286 271 111 36 38499 343 72Primary 325 157 98 124 - - 1Secondary 253 295 1 2 1 
Higher 3 4 
1 
_!\_g ~ 20- 24 
5693i.3 %2 1349All women 3'\fl 147 ~42 3751 1661
None 111 
415 
RRn 1 ",0() 1368 15112fl '\ '\ 273 239
Primary 1505 3725
 
lf,n? 711 041 74
0 679





Women in Unions 02 146 106 2
1fl 903 
13071gFi 14fl 9fl0 2229
None 62 4fl() R59 770 137
907 1870 1354 464 273 326 
99
Primary 71q 2% 2 31220 10Secondary 818 44 7 28 
1 l· R4 llRHigher 
In thi.s age group 36.5% age 15-1
9 and 19.2% age 20-24 of all wom
en, anci 
*of those women reporting childr
en ever born .. 
01.a not answer the children ever
 born question in the Census 
ll.7'7. age l:>-1':I ana o.l"/o age i.u-
'/.4 of women t.n unions, 
Educational levels do not indica
te completion of a respective le
vel of schoolin~, e.g., primary 
includes 
V,questionnaire.
women with one or more years of 
primary schooling but no exposur
e to secondary school, etc. 
l.,.. 
TABLE A-2. 2 
Number of Women in Census Sample Tabulation Cells Reported in Paper 
* 
by Age, Marital Status, Education, Current Residence and Migrant Status, Age 25-29 and 30-34 
~~urrent 
Residence: 



























None 108 474 388 142 2QR 311 354 1385 641 
-Primary 1066 %5() 2840 777 1471 1167 1441 1087 14M 
Secondary 1045 ?061 128() 197 660 405 473 133 169 
Higher v;q 351 182 74 65 8 26 1 6 
Women in Unions 






















































































































*of those women reporting children ever born. In this age grouplO.So/. age 25-29 and 7.07" age 30-34 of all women ,and 3.7% 
age 25-29 and 3.0% age 30-39 of women in unions, did not answer the children ever born question in the Census questionnaire. 
Educational levels do not indicate completion of a respective level of schooling, e.g., primary includes women with one or 




Number of Women in Census Sample Tabulation Cells 
Reported in Paper 
by Age, Marital Status, Education, Current Residen
ce and Migrant Status, Age 35-39 and 40-44 
* 
Town Rural:urrent Large City Medium City 
~esidence : 
All Native All Native Al
l 
i.ge, Mar:f.tal Native All Migrants Born Na
tive 
Migrants Born Migrants Born Migrant~ 
:tatus and Born Migrants in Town ,or
 Horn 
Rural Areas~due-at ion 
~.n::.19 
All women 1623 87619(, 390 512
Nor.e 75 628 526 154 1047 1215 2310 1203
Primary , 788 3026 2187 Sfil 
1272 
46 77
Secondary lt'?R 1265 786 1fi? 
184 178 272 
1 2
70 7 20 2 7Higher 47 1?8 
Women in Unions 7578Q 2Ml 283 368 1242
None '52 403 118 Q58 827 958 1934 10841746 4?0Primary 604 ?.?00 104 134 235 40 70 
Secondary 154 91;5 603 
l?.1 
3 1 21 11 2
Higher 'Vi 9 fi 5(, 
M.e 40-44 
All women 1441 772152 369 496
None 90 SQO 481 
140 
1045 834 981 1681 9
18
1%3 410Primary 662 2473 41 46118 308 121 188
Secondary 187 954 625 - 4 - 3 - 2',(, 4?.Hlgher 32 
Women in Unions q4 ?OQ 260 343 1092 
620 
Ncne 63 364 2% 781 628 763 1338 7
%
488 1717 1373 306 32 38Primary 98 2'>3 q3 145
Secondary 282 7'16 
47q 
- 4 - 2 - 2 
Higher 24 38 
18 
In this age group '>.7% age 3'>-19 and 5.31, age 40-4
4 of all wo~~n, and 3.1%
*Of those women reporting children ever born. 
age 35-39 and 2.8% age 40-44 of women in unions, d
id not answer the children ever born question in t
he Census question-
naire. Educational levels do not indicate comple
tion of a respective level of schoolinR , e.g., pri
mary includes women with 
one or more years of primary schooling but no exp




Number of Women in Census Sample Tabulation Cells Reported in Paper 
* 
by Age, Marital Status, Education, Current Residence and Migrant Status, Age 45-49 and 50-59 
!Current Large City Medium City Town Rural 
Residence: 
Age, Marital Native All Migrants Born Native All Native All Native All 
Status and Born Migrants in Towio. or Born Migrants Born Migrants Born Migrants; 
Education Rural ,f\.reas 
~~e I,. "-1,q 
All women I 
83 5f.1 487 128 3n8 311 437 1241 593 ' None 
Primary 4°5 1<}82 1552 340 914 72'l 833 13n5 698 
812 545 Rn 211 q4 150 25 46 ISecondary 245 
f -- 6 - 2 IHigher 11 37 76 6 
Women in Unions 
None so 331 281 68 l<l4 107 281 010 448 
Primary 1046 250 636 517 572 1031 587333 1327 
Secondary 124 20 34175 574 182 61 163 52 
Ht.gher 5 5 - 21n 'l4 16 - -
Age 50-59 I ' I 
All women- 540 652 lR60 834Q6 8.54 747 168 477Non~ 
405 1087 932 1015 1570 851612 · 2816 2?R'iPrimary 
307 10n 7?.? 116 235 113 182 27 39Secondary 
Q n 2n - 4 - 2 - - IHigher I 
I\..'omen in Unions 
Sone 46 443 191 Q 5 234 312 354 1235 572 
Primary 355 1627 1124 240 647 %3 644 1128 634 
Secondary 170 629 454 60 138 71 111 20 23 
Higher 6 16 l1 - 1 - l - -
I 
*Of those women reporting children ever born. In this age group 6.U: age 45-40 and 10.8% age 50-59 of all wonen, and 3.9% 
age 45-49 and 8.3% age 50-59 of women in unions, did not answer the children ever born question in the Census question-
e.g., primary includes women withnaire. Educational levels do not indicate completion of a respective level of schooling, 
one or more years of primary schooling but no exposure to secondary school, etc. 
V, 
°' 
TABLE A- 3 
Percentage of All Women by Education
 Level, within Age,Current Residence
 and Migrant Status Groups: 
Colombia 1973* 
RuralTownMedium CityLarge City!Current
Residence: Native AllNative AllNative All Migrants
Age and Native 
All 
Migrants : Born Migrants 
Born 
Born Migrantis, BornEducation 
9.0 10.9 19.4 
20. 5
7.63.0 7.0 6.8 53.5 71.3 68.315-19 None 43.0 51.6 50,.6
Primary 35.1 53.2 39 .1 34.0 6.9 
9.3
47.7 38.5 .1
Secondary 58.3 37.0 .4 .1 .3 
-
1.4 .4Higher 1.9 22.4
8.6 13.1 13.8 
24. 3
5.9 8.0 67.8 65.320-24 None 3.2 47.9 53.4 55.4 5
7.6 
9.4
Primary 36.8 50.9 33.5 30 .o 25.9 4.934.9 38.7 .1 . 2Secondary 48.0 2.6 2.6 .8 1.1 
Higher 9.6 6.4 28.9 27.316.2 15.110.8 11.7 fi2.4
25-29 None 4.4 
7.1 
57.7 60.8 61.5 
64.5
54.8 54.9 2.8 7.2Primary 43.2 21.1 20. 230.2 26.2
Secondary 42.3 31.0 1.1 .02 
. 3 
Higher 6.8 5.3 
1.8 2.6 -~ 
20.9 34.2 30. 7 
6.9 9.3 12.7 
13.4 19. 9 
61.4 60.1 61.630-34 None 61.6 64.057.6 62.1 2.2 4.4Primary 51.5 13.6 15.0
35.3 27.8 21.4 2
1.3 
.8 - .2Secondary 1.7 .23.3 1.1Higher 3.8 25.1 39 .1 39. 518.0 23.612.6 17 .1 55.7 54.2
35-39 None 5.3 62.3 60.6 63.2 
59. 5 
3.5
Primary 55.4 59 .1 18.3 10.8 13.3 
1.1 
Secondary 33.5 24.7 
18.0
.8 .9 .1 
.3 .02 .1 
Higher 3.3 2.5 43.3 43.227.2 29 .1I 19. 7 20. 2 51.37.5 14.2 57.7 50. 540-44 None 59 .2 57.8 59.9 
61.4 





.2 - .2 -
Higher 2.7 1.4
 -
29 .8 46.2 42.9 
16.3 22.0 20.6 
26.7 
48.6 so. 59.7 62.7 56.745-49 None 62.5 3.3
Primary 58.0 57.4 
59.9 8 .1· 10.8 .914.8 14 .1 .1
Secondary 28.7 23.5 .4 - .4 -
Higher 1.3 1.1 
-
34 .6 50.9 46.5 
17.6 23.8 26.0 
33.2 
43.0 47.5 I
50-59 None 9.2 57.3 59. 2 57.3 
.53. 9 2.2
Primary 58.6 58.4 16 .4 _ 12.8 7.o 9.7 -
.7 -29 .4 21.1 .1 V,Secondary .2 -
-..,JHigher .9 .6 -
\.. ~- .,.,., o t-hP r nteeorv "other" has been excluded,1* 'F.sarh Pducational level incit.udes women who have done some years in the 





Children Ever Born of All Women by Age, Current Residence and Migration Status: Colombia 1973 * 
Reeidence: Large City Medium City Town Rural 
Age Native All Migrants _Born · Native All Native All Native All 
Born Migrants Town or Rural Born Migrants Born Migrants Born Migrants 
15-19 .13 .17 .17 .19 .22 .17 •29 . 29 .51 
20-2·4 .85 .93 .98 1.07 1.24 1.24 1.49 1. 73 2.12 
25-29 1.93 2.01 2.01 2.45 2.53 2.75 3.02 3.54 3.81 
30-34 3.23 3.24 3. 29 3. 92 3.94 4.54 4.58 5.12 5.47 
35-39 4.15 4.17 4.24 4.99 5.09 5.74 5. 79 6.37 6.89 
40-44 4.78 5.00 5.07 5. 77 5.88 6.63 6.57 7.05 7.69 
45-49 5.30 5.25 5.33 5.97 6~48 6. 72 6.73 7.43 7.94 
50-59 4.67 5.23 5.35 5.68 5.99 6.28 6.44 6.81 7.43 
60+ 4.38 5.36 5.42 5.31 6.07 5.86 6.12 6.18 6.88-
* . 







Children Ever Born of Women Married o
r in Connnon Law Union 
by Age, Current Residence and Migrat
ion Status: Colombia 1973* 
RuralTownMed iurn C1tyLarge CityResidence 
Native AllNative All
Native All Migrants Born Nat
ive All 
Migrants Born MigrantsAge Born Migrants BornBorn Migrants Town or Rural 
.93 1.02 1.09.85 .90.88 .9515-19 ,80 .87 
2.07 2.47 2.551.88 2.00
20-24 1.55 1.63 1.63 1.77
 
3.43 4.11 4.123.06 3.00 3.4125-29 2.52 2.57 2.62 
5,27 4.97 5.78 5.724.57 4.4030-34 3.86 3.78 3.85 
7.04 7.156.48 6.345.53 5.70
35-39 4.64 4.82 4.93 ' 
7.86 8.137.63 7.156.61 6.5440-44 5.44 5.78 5 .91 
7.34 8.15 8.476.58 7.16 8.0345-49 6. 24 6.03 6.18 
7.23 7.59 7.946.90 7.58
50-59 5.65 6. 17 6.31 6
,66 
6. 91 6.94 7.15 
6. 27 6.54 6.68 
7.15
60+ 5.51 6. 20-
*Of those women reporting children ever bo
rn. 5.3 percent did not answer the ch










Proportion of Women Married or in r.ommon Law llnion, 'Ry AgP., F.ducation, Migrant Status and Residence: 
r.olomhiA 1071 
-
Current Large City Medium City Town Rural 
Residence: 
Age and Native All i Native All ' Native All Native All 
F.ducat-f.on * 'Rorn Migrants Rorn M i gr8:.'!.!=.:'!. 'Rorn _M.J.g_t._l}.nts__ Born Mi&J.:an.t_a_ 
1().9 ?1.8 11.8 30.7 30.8 51.415-19 None 14.7 rn.o 
Pri11Bry 18.2 14 .8 10.1 21.4 Hi. 7 24. 8 20.0 38.6 
Secondary 8. 5 17..7 o,n l?. 5 5.6 13.4 8.8 20.9 
Hi~her - - - - -
77. 7 20-24 None 47.1 4 5. 2 62. 6 6(). 1 60.7 6().2 66.9 --- Primary 60.3 50,2 54. 5 57.1 56. 3 64.9 60.8 68.7 
47.8 41. 6 49.1 16,Q 48.0 36.6 57.3Secondary 41. 6 
Higher 21. 5 25.1 - - - - - -
2s-2q None 61. 1 55.5 r,9. 7 f,fi,1 68.8 76.n 76. 7 85.2 
Primary 7?, 3 68. 3 71.3 71.2 72.0 75.1 78.8 86.7 
6q,9 80.SSecondary 64. 5 68.4 65. 5 77.. 2 "4.0 76.5 
51.1 55.8 5n,o 67.7 - - - -Hi~her 
61.7 65,Q 70. 3 71.6 69.6 78.4 88.030-34 None 65.4 
77.8 81.4 81.9 89. 6Primary 75,A 71. 7 75.2 77 .1 
Secondary 71.0 76.7 f,Q. 3 79.0 66. 4 82.8 R0.1 89.0 -Higher 59 .1 7?.1 54.5 71.1 -
57.8 65.7 72.6 71.9 76.5 86.435-1q None 69.3 64. 2 
74,Q 75.1 1q~o 78.8 83. 7 90.lPrimary 76.6 7'). 7 
Secondary 74.4 76. 3 7 'j. 9 79. 2 75.1 86.4 87.0 90.9 
Higher 74.4 75.0 - - - -
70.0 61.7 67 .1 59. 4 70.5 69. 2 75.8 80.340-44 "lone 
74.7 77 .8 79.6 86.7Primary 71. 7 70,2 74.6 75.1 
77 .1 78.0 82. 6Secondary 72.9 7 6 .1 71.0 82.1 76,q -Higher 75.0 67.9 - - - - -
63. 3 64. 3 73.3 75.545-49 None 60.2 58.8 53.1 63.0 
Primary 67.3 f,7,0 71.6 68.l 70.9 68.7 79.0 
84.1 
61.0 74.1 59 .o58.1 61.1 51. 7 '58. 7 64. 6Secondary 
Higher - 64.9 - - -
54.3 66.4 68.649.l 57.85-0-SC! None 47,q 51.9 56.5 60,4 63.4 71.8 74.557.4 5C!.5Primary 58.0 59.3 59 .o"4.6 61.0 74.1Secondary 58.1 61. J 51. 7 58.7 -----Hhher - - - ---·-~--
0* ~ 
F.ach educational level includes wome1, who have done some years in the level and those who have finished it. 
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TABLE A-7 
Women by Migrant Status and Current Res
idence: Colombia 1973 
Totals (in sample)PercentagesResidence 
Native Migrant
Total Native Migrant Total 
4775666877 18921
Large Cities 35.8 22.6 46
.4 
Medium Cities 15.6 12.0 18.6
 29241 10069 19172 
20 .2 17.9 35370 16862 
18508
Town 18.9 




Total 100.0 100.0 
100.0 
TABLE A-8 
Migrant Women by Current Residence, 
Type of Origin and Marital Status: Colo
mbia 1973 
Town Rural
Current Residence: Large Medium 
Cities Cities 
Type of Origin 
All Women
Large Cities 5.4 5.5 
4.6 2.2
14.6
Medium Cities 20.6 22.9 
14.9
80.5 83.2
Town & Rural 73.9 71.7 100.0
All Origins lClO.O 100.0 
100.0 
Women in Unions 5.3 4.0 2.0Large Cities 5.4 
Medium Cities 20.9 22.7 
14.8 14 .6 
Town & Rural 73. 7 72.1 8
1.1 83.4 
100 .o 100.0 100.0 100.0All Origins 
--
62 Table A-9 
PROPORTION OF MIGRANT WOMEN BY TYPE OF ORIGIN, 
CURRENT P.ESIDENCE AND EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 
Type of Origin 
I Town 
Education and Large Medium and 
Current Residence Cities Cities Rural 
None 
Large Cities 29. 7 29 .2 29.4 
Medium Cities 22.7 20.2 15.5 
Towns 28.3 19. l 22.7 
Rural Areas 19 .3 31.5 32.4 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Primary 
Large Cities 42.6 47.9 45.6 
Medium Cities 25.8 23.0 17.7 
Towns 19 .6 15.5 18.6 
Rural Areas 11.9 13. 5 18.1 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Secondary 
Large Cities 61.8 64.3 59.6 
Medium Cities 19 .3 22.8 19.1 
Towns 15.1 9.7 16.7 
Rural Areas 3.9 3.3 4.7 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Higher 
Large Cities 79.9 79. 3 80.0 
Medium Cities 8.6 16.9 12.6 
Towns 9.6 3.0 5.8 
Rural Areas 1.9 .8 1.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
63 
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